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Summary of the p rosecu tion 

20 Examiner mailed a first Office action on 9/1 1. 2006 in the above application in which he objected to 
Oio Abstract as having more tlian 150 words and rejected all of the claims. Claims 13,5,7,9,11,13, 
15,17,19,21,23,25, and 27 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent 
5,995,961, Levy, et al., Irifbrmation manifbld for query pro filed 11/7/96 and issued 

11/30/99 (henceforth "Levy"); claims 2,4,6,8, 10,12,14, 16,1 S,20,22,24>26, and 28 were rejected under 

25 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over the combination pf -Eevy and OjEfieial Kptice. Applicant 
am^ttd^d his A!bstrmi so tiiat it is; no more than 150 wortfa long and trayers^d the rajeetipns of llie 
cla;inls. j^plicamt aisp noted an eitor in the sp^ of tjhe; inyeiitor 's name. 

On 5/31/2007, Examiner mailed a second non-final Office action in the above application in which he 
30: rejected all claims under 35 U.S.C: 103 as obvious over the combination of Levy^ with U.S. Piiblished 
Patent ilpplieation 2004/0059720, Rodriguez, Broadcast netM^^^ filed Septenlber 

23, 2002 (hereinafter "Rodriguez"). Applicant is traversing the rejection on the basis that under 35 
U.S.C. 102, Rodriguez is not available as a reference. 

35 Traversal 

As. $et iiirth to the; Gross-re0 to reU^M appUc^iom section of A^plieaiit's ISpeciflcatioia, th^ 

present application is a of U.S. patmt gippUcatipn 09/429,83 was filed October 29, 



Response to a non-final Offiee actiQn untier 37 1411 
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1999, which precedes the September 23, 2002 fihng date of Rodriguez. Rodriguez is consequently 
not available under 35 U.S.C. 102 as a reference in the prosecution of the present patent application. 

Failure of the combination of Levy and Rodriguez to show all of the limitations of Applicants' 
5 claim 1 

When Applicant's attorney called Examiner on 6/6/07 to discuss the validity of Rodriguez as a 

reference. Examiner indicated that what Rodriguez added to the disclosure of Levy was merely 

the disclosure of a "stremiing data item server". In order to guide Examiner's search and speed 

up prosecution of this application, Applicant's attorney would like to remind Examiner that as 

10 pointed out at page 5, lines 14-20 of Applicanfs response filed 12/8/2006, there were two 

fundamental distinctions between Levy and the invention of claim 1: 

Because Levy's system does not establish a direct connection from any of its 
information sources to user interface 101 and does not disclose an information 
source that provides streaming data, it cannot and does not disclose claim I's step 
15 of 

providing the first identifier and a second identifier to the 
streaming data item server, the second identifier identifying the 
client and the first identifier and the second identifier being usable 
by the streaming data item server to establish the connection. 

20 

As far as Applicant's attomey can determine from a quick perusal of Rodriguez, the search 
engine of Rodriguez, like Levy's uniform query interface, does not provide a "second identifier 
to the streaming data item server" which identifies the client and which "the streaming data item 
server [can use to] establish the connection [via a network for a streaming data item between a 
25 client for the streaming data item and a streaming data item server for the streaming data item]. 
Consequently, even if Rodriguez were a valid reference, the combination of Rodriguez with 
Levy would not show all of the limitations of Applicanfs claim 1. 

Conclusion 

30 Applicant has traversed the rejection by demonstrating that Rodrigiiez is not available as 
reference under 35 U.S.C. 102 and has thereby been completely responsive to Examiner's Office 
action of 5/32/2007. Applicant has thus satisfied the requirements of 37 C.F.R. 1.111(b) and 
respectfully requests that Examiner continue with his examination as provided by 37 C.F.R. 
111(a). No additional fees are believed to be required for this response; should any be, please 

35 charge them to deposit account number 501315. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

/Gordon E. Nelson/ 
Attorney of record, 
Gordon E. Nelson 
57 Central St., P.O. Box 782 
Rowley, MA, 01969, 
Registration number 30,093 
Voice: (978) 948-7632 
Fax: (866) 723-0359 
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